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であるにもかかわらず」という意味ではなく、「事実的
因果関係があるという証明が困難
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In this paper, we examine the ”theory of causation”, considered a required relation between 
actions and results. In the United Kingdom, factual causation is regarded as a ”precondition” 
for judging legally imputable causes. 
This is the same as the theory of considerable causation, which is a popular theory in Japan. 
Both countries share the ”conditio sine qua non” formula for factual causation, but there are 
some differences in the judgment of legally imputable causes. It is considered a causal 
relationship in which legally imputable causes become a problem when there is some 
intervention or action between the actions and results associated with factual causation. 
“Significant causation”, “result avoidability” and “reasonable foresight principle” are 
principles adopted in the United Kingdom as a criterion for determining legally imputable 
causes in the presence of intervening acts.
Finally, we consider the possibility that the thin skull rule, which is a theory of the victim's 
intrinsic circumstances, may affect Japanese law.
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